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I. Introduction

One of the distinguishing features of the CPRE Finance Center's research
agenda is its emphasis on tracing flows of resources to points deeply embedded
within educational systems.' More conventional research dealing with education
finance in particular and education resource allocation in general has focused on
the raising of fiscal resources at Federal and State levels of schooling systems and
the subsequent apportionment of these resources across Local Education
Agencies (LEAs), typically school districts.

It is becoming increasingly clear, however, that concerns about both
productivity and equity cannot be adequately addressed solely at the school
district level. The purpose of this paper is to establish the importance of
examining resource allocation behavior at microlevels of educational systems
and to report on the progress being made in New York to develop and examine a
set of relevant indicators. The empirical results we report herein are part of a
multistate effort being made by the CPRE Finance Center to gain insight into
the allocation of educational resource at a variety of organizational levels.2

We begin by providing an overview of the growing interest in microlevel
resource allocation. A remarkably diverse set of policy debates has drawn
attention to resource allocation issues at subdistrict levels, and we explore the
progress that has been made. Next, we examine the conceptual underpinnings of
the approach that is guiding CPRE's .multistate inquiry. We deal with both the
conceptualization of a "resource flow," and the identity of background and
structural features of LEAs that are likely to affect internal resource flows.

This discussion leads to a report on the New York State empirical analyses.
In an earlier paper, we reported the results of analyzing fiscal data at the school
district level (Monk and Roellke, 1994a). In addition, we have previously
reported the results of analyzing the distribution of teacher resources across
curricular areas of secondary schools (Monk and Roellke, 1995). Copies of these
expenditure and staffing analyses are available upon request In this paper, we
extend the staffing analyses by examining the distribution of teaching resources
across refined secondary subject areas (e.g. advanced, regular, remedial). In this
refined subject area analysis, our focus is on the core subject areas (English,
mathematics, science, social studies, and foreign language). These analyses are
conducted at a more micro level than is customary for resource allocation studies
in education and offer fresh insights into how instructional resources ultimately
reach students. We also extend the analysis to begin to deal with resource
utilization phenomena, again within secondary schools.

CPRE is an acronym standing for the Consortium for Policy Research in Education. It is a consortium of
universities and operates two research centers, one of which is focused on matters of educational fmance and
productivity. The work of the Finance Center is supported by grant #R117G10039 from the U.S.
Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement. The Finance Center is based at
the University of Wisconsin-Madison.
2The other states that arc being studied include California. Florida and Minnesota. See Picus, Tetreault and
Ikrtert (1995) and Nakib (1995).
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These analyses all involve the adaptation of personnel data into a resource
allocation framework. This adaptation raises a number of interesting data
collection issues and these are discussed in conjunction with our findings.

II. Background and Previous Research

Policymakers concerned with a highly diverse range of policy issues have
become interested in microlevel resource allocation phenomena. These policy
areas can be divided roughly into two broad categories: (1) concerns over
productivity or efficiency in education; and (2) concerns over equity or fairness
in the distribution of educational opportunities. In what follows, we provide an
overview of recent activity in each of these two areas.

Productivity/Efficiency Concerns

Recent education productivity research has demonstrated the importance
of using refined measures of how resources flow within schools and classrooms.
For example, there has been a growing awareness of the importance of resources
flowing from either parents or peers. Some studies have focused on the direct
effects of resources supplied in the home or by peers on pupil performance.3 Some
ongoing demonstration projects have also placed emphasis on the importance of
parent and peer influences and are reporting successes (Comer, 1980, 1988;
Levin, 1989, 1994; Slavin, et. al., in press). Others have considered home and peer
influences in the context of their effects on grouping and tracking decisions
within schools.4 In all of these cases, more refined measures of resource flows
within schools and classrooms are being found to affect pupil performance.

Researchers who are studying the effects of incentives on teacher and
student behavior are also demonstrating the importance of using disaggregated
measures of resource flows.5 Progress is being made toward understanding the
role of both rewards and sanctions at different levels of the educational system.6

Similar conclusions are being drawn by researchers dealing with
alternative indicators of teacher effectiveness. A common finding in this line of
research has been that global measures of teacher education are not dependably
related to pupil outcomes. More recently, researchers have succeeded at
disentangling teacher attributes into more refined measures of either what
teachers actually know about the subject being taught (Hanushek, GomesNeto,
and Harbison, 1992) or teachers' level of subject area preparation (Monk, 1994;
Monk and King, 1994). The results of these studies are encouraging and suggest

3For a recent example where an economic model is employed, see Hanushek (1994). Coleman (1988,
1991) has developed a sociological model that draws heavily on the economic notion of human capital and
uses it to understand linkages between homes, communities and schools.
4For examples of this type of research, see Barr and Drecben (1983); Gamoran (1987,1993); Hallinan and
Sorcnson (1985).
5See, for example, Allington and McGill-Franzen (1992); Hoenack (1988); and Slavin and Madden (1991).
6As of the 1990-91 academic year, Indiana, Kentucky, South Carolina, and Ohio all had financial incentives
ticd to school level performance indicators. For more details, see Monk (1994).
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that part of the key to understanding more about the effectiveness of teachers
and teaching lies in the utilization of more refined measures of what teachers
know and are capable of accomplishing in classrooms.

Studies of organizational climate are also demonstrating the importance of
using disaggregated data. Research by Pallas (1988) and Rowan, Raudenbush,
and Kang (1991) have begun to challenge the idea that a school's climate is an
undifferentiated attribute that is best conceptualized at the school level. The
breaking apart of a construct that has long been conceived of at the school level
is a significant development. It has implications for how related organizational
features like community are conceptualized, and offers important new insights
into the properties of education production processes.

Progress is also being made toward understanding the impact of curriculum
on pupil performance through the use of highly disaggregated data. It has been
shown, for example, that high school course taking behavior is related to
educational outcomes, and that students who take more advanced courses in a
given area perform at higher levels (Meyer 1988; Lee and Bryk 1988; Gamoran
1987). These studies employ relatively refined measures of the kind of curricular
resources that flow directly to students. They are far removed from earlier and
largely unsuccessful efforts that measured exposure crudely in terms of the broad
measures of how much time students spent in school.

In addition, the courts have been showing increasing amounts of interest
in the effects of differences in district expenditure levels on the actual provision
of educational services for students (Benson, 1991). The socalled "third wave"
litigation has become more prescriptive and has moved well beyond simple dollar
valuations of inputs provided at the district level. Both the New Jersey (Abbott)
Court and the Kentucky (Rose) Court, for example, assessed educational
opportunities in fiscal terms as well as in terms of measures of services and
programs available to children.

Within district resource allocation flows have also been at the center of
recent controversies surrounding alleged mismanagement of educational systems.
Cooper and Sarrel (1991) have been prominent among critics charging that
school districts, particularly urban school districts, have devoted unconscionably
high levels of resources to administrative and other noninstructional uses. A
lively debate has developed over the validity of these criticisms?

Equity/Faimess Concerns

There is a parallel, highly diverse set of policy issues where the focus is on
equity or fairness in the distribution of educational opportunities. Here too we
find a growing awareness of how important it is to obtain highly detailed
measures of resource flows at disaggregated levels.

7Recent contributions to this debate include: Berne and Stiefel (1991); Fischer (1990); Fox (1987);
Hayward (1988); I less (1992); I kss and Monfiletto (1992); and Sherman (1984).
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New York State's efforts to reform its public school system are also
relevant. A Special Commission was formed in New York in 1993 to examine and
make recommendations for the improvement of public education. This
Commission carried out a major study of how internal school district spending
practices have evolved in New York between 1979 and 1992.8 While this report
dealt with efficiency as well as equity issues, one of its most striking findings
involved the rapid growth that has taken place in the funding of special
education relative to other kinds of education. According to Lankford and
Wyckoffs results, additional expenditures for disabled students totaled over a
third of the increase in real per pupil expenditures between 1980 and 1992. The
budget share devoted to "teachingdisabled" grew from 5.3 to 13.1 per cent
during this period (Lankford and Wyckoff, 1993, p. 13-14). These findings raise
a number of important equity (as well as productivity) issues which could not
have been raised without detailed analyses of subschool district resource
allocation such as those conducted by Lankford and Wyckoff.

There have also been a number of recent school finance court decisions
where the focus has been on equity at levels that are more disaggregated than is
the custom in school finance litigation. For example, there was recent litigation in
Los Angeles that focused on inequalities in spending levels among schools within
the district (Rodriguez v. Los Angeles Unified School District, 1992). The
agreement that was finally reached called for the district: (1) to equalize basic
norm resources, teacher experience, and teacher training among schools; (2) to
provide all students with maximum access to teachers with experience and
training; and (3) to mitigate the consequences of limited teacher experience and
training wherever equalization cannot be achieved. In addition, by the 1997-98
school year, all of the regular schools within the district are expected to receive
an equal dollar amount per pupil (within $100 per pupil). Beginning in 1992-93,
the district must assign the teachers with high levels of training and experience to
schools in the lower third of faculty training and experience. The district must
also develop a computer system which will permit school by school budgeting of
resources. The settlement goes on to describe requirements for new school
facilities, which even includes maximum capacities for playgrounds (e.g. 1.4
playground acres can handle only up to 500 students).

Consider also the ongoing litigation in Texas where the courts have
prompted an elaborate reform which permits wealthy districts to transfer wealth
to poorer districts located elsewhere within the state. According to Senate Bill 7,
a district whose property wealth exceeds a state established ceiling level, must
take some combination of the following actions to achieve the targeted wealth
level: (1) consolidate with another district; (2) detach property from the district
and annex it to another district; (3) purchase attendance credits from the state; (4)
contract for the education of nonresident students; or (5) make arrangements for
tax base consolidation with another district (Clark, 1993). The constitutionality
of Senate Bill 7 is currently under review.

8Lankford, Hamilton and James Wyckoff (1993). "Where Has the Money Gonc?: An Analysis of School
District Spending in New York, 1979-80 to 1991-92," A Report Submittcd to the New York State Special
Commission on Educational Structure, Policies and Practices.

6
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Researchers are also beginning to examine resource inequalities across
different areas of the curriculum. Oakes (1985, 1990) examined the differential
allocation of resources to students within secondary schools, and drew attention
to the effects of track placement on students' access to learning opportunities.
Monk and Haller (1993) conducted a series of studies of the role school size plays
in the allocation of resources to different areas of the secondary school
curriculum. They examined divisions across both subject areas (e.g., mathematics
versus English) and types of courses (e.g., remedial versus advanced). Recent
efforts to develop indicators of school processes, sometimes called service
delivery indicators, also promise new opportunities to depict resource inequalities
within school districts and schools (e.g., DarlingHammond 1992a, 1992b; Porter
1991; Shavelson, McDonnell, Oakes, Carey, and Picus 1987; and Stecher 1992).

What knits together this highly diverse set of studies on both the
efficiency/productivity and equity/fairness sides of the policy divide is a concern
over one of these public policy issues coupled with a growing realization that
progress in the debate is aided by the availability and use of increasingly more
refined and less aggregated measures of resource flows. It does not follow that
greater disaggregation is always preferable to less, but it does seem clear that
moving beyond gross district level depictions of resource flows offers many
advantages.

III. Conceptual Issues

The Conception of a Resource Flow

We construe the term "resource" broadly to include all types of potentially
productive inputs in educational contexts. In particular, the focus of this inquiry
will not be restricted to the tracking of fiscal resources that lend themselves to
dollar metrics. As one moves toward more microlevels of schooling systems, the
dollar metric becomes increasingly less applicable. Indeed, the logical culmination
of this work is a series of case studies that permit analysts to follow resource
flows beyond their last recorded presence in financial or other types of records.

We shall also recognize three broad dimensions along which resource
allocation phenomena in education can be characterized. Specifically, we shall
distinguish among the origination, disposition, and utilization of resources. As the
discussion below makes clear, the chief difference between the disposition and
utilization of resources involves a difference in the type of resource being
allocated. Disposition pertains to the allocation of purchased and hired schooling
resources while utilization involves the allocation of pupil time and effort and the
attendant combination with teacher effort.

Origination of resources. New resources can enter the schooling system at
any level of decision making. The conventional sources, of course, are Federal,
state, and local tax revenues. In a system of fiscal federalism, ambiguities quickly
arise over precisely what point each type of revenue enters, but it is clear that the
resources enter at different levels and can carry different stipulations. The origin

7
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itself can have implications for subsequent decisions that are made about the
resources in question.

In addition to the conventional revenue sources (Federal, state, and local
tax revenues), there are at least three additional sources of revenue that appear to
be growing in their level of importance: (1) revenues coming to individual districts
or schools from businesses, foundations, or other organized groups seeking to
improve public education; (2) user fees and the proceeds of offbudget fund
raising that some school districts are beginning to rely upon more heavily as
conventional sources of revenues become more restricted; and (3) donated
parental and community resources that are receiving so much emphasis within the
school reform literature (e.g., Henry Levin's Accelerated Schools (Levin 1989,
1994), or James Corner's School Development Program (Comer 1980, 1988)).

Unfortunately, little is known about the size and nature of these new
resource streams that are entering public school systems. Partly this is because
they do not always appear on school district fiscal records.9 It appears that a case
study research methodology is required to even begin to estimate magnitudes of
these less conventional revenue sources.

Disposition of resources. Before educational resources can flow, they
need to be made available to students. We use the term "disposition" to refer to
the decisions school officials and others make that give students access to
resources. The results of these resource allocation decisions can be measured in
many different ways and at many levels of the educational system.

At the district level it is possible to use established financial accounting
categories to capture important aspects of the various resource disposition
decisions that are made. In particular, resources can be traced according to the
object, function, and program areas of school district budgets. Objects involve
categories such as salaries, benefits, supplies and materials, equipment, and so
forth; functions involve categories such as central administration, instruction,
transportation, food services, and so forth. Programs usually pertain to categories
of students. For example, there might be separate programs for special education
students, or for gifted and talented students, or for students with limited English
proficiency.

Of these three common divisions, the program area allocation is most
problematic since assumptions need to be made about how to allocate broad
categories of funds that are not divided on a program basis. For example,
assumptions need to be made about how to divide a centrally provided service
such as administration across various program areas. States vary in how much
attention they pay to programbyprogram allocations and there is no common
agreement about how best to allocate the centrally provided services.

In contrast, the National Center for Educational Statistics has made
progress in recent years toward promoting the use of a common set of object and

9This will be particularly true for the donated parental resources and perhaps user fee revenues. Grants from
businesses arc presumably accounted for within conventiomil financial records.

8
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function definitions. The use of these common definitions adds significantly to
the potential for analysts to make meaningful crossstate comparisons of resource
allocation behaviors within Local Education Agencies.

Personnel data can also be used to gain insight into resource allocation
behaviors within schools. A number of states collect detailed information about
individual teacher's teaching assignments, and these data can be used to create a
district or school profile of how teaching resources are being deployed. It is
possible, for example, to calculate the percentage of teaching assignments in a
secondary school that are devoted to, say, the mathematics area of the curriculum.
These curricular allocations can provide important insights into programmatic
decisions that are made within districts and schools. They also permit the analysis
of the interface between district and school level resource allocating behaviors.
For example, in a large district, the curricular divisions of individual schools can
be created and compared with district aggregatesm. These curricular analyses
using personnel data provide a valuable complement to program by program
analyses of how district financial resources are allocated.

It is also possible to use curricular resource disposition data to generate
insight into important phenomena such as the accessibility of curricular
opportunities for students, or what Porter has called the "enacted curriculum"
(Porter, 1991). For example, these data can be used to measure the incidence of
single section offerings (often called singletons) within a school's curriculum. Our
presumption is that when all else is equal, the incidence of singletons is a good
indicator of curriculum inaccessibility. It is also possible to use teacher
assignment data to calculate indicators of a school's willingness to provide
relatively specialized curricular opportunities. The percentage of classes offered
by a school with 10 or fewer students could be a revealing indicator of
specialized course availability.

Utilization of resources. Before an educational resource can be utilized
there needs to be an allocation of students' time. It is when resources are utilized
that they can be said to "flow." The disposition of a resource is a necessary but
not a sufficient condition for a resource flow to occur.

School officials have limited but real involvement at the utilization phase
of the resource allocation process. For example, they may be deeply involved in
scheduling decisions, and they can play an important role in providing guidance
to students about course, track, and program selections. But it is clear that
students themselves play perhaps the most important role in terms of the actual
utilization of resources since they have ultimate say over the availability of their
time, interest, and commitment to the educational activities they encounter.

These studentmade decisions constitute a large and complex area for
research, and we shall not deal directly with it in this study. Instead, we shall rely
upon data that reveal the results of the decisions that are made about the

I° For some preliminary analyses using personnel data collected at the sitc level, see Brent and Monk
(1995).
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allocation of students' time and effort. These data will permit us to place the
results of our resource disposition analyses into an insightful context.

More specifically, we shall juxtapose the results of our teacher resource
distribution analyses with data describing the allocation of students across areas
of the curriculum. Knowing that 12% of the teaching resources in a high school
are devoted to mathematics instruction, for example, needs to be examined in light
of the proportion of student-hours similarly devoted to the subject. In addition,
we develop indicators of students' access to particular curricular opportunities.
For example, we measure on a school specific basis the proportion of students
studying advanced mathematics, regular mathematics, remedial mathematics, etc.
We also construct overall pupil lead indicators across the core subject areas. Our
goal is to assess how much these iype of utilization indicators vary across schools
and to make progress toward understanding the origins of whatever variation
there might be. Class-specific enrollment information will be the basis for these
comparisons. Actual attendance information, collected at the site level, may also
be of value, since it will provide direct insight into decisions pupils make about
their supply of time to their studies.

While we have distinguished sharply between the disposition and
utilization aspects of the resource allocation process, it is clear that these two
types of phenomena can be closely linked. Students' willingness (both real and
perceived) to utilize resources can have strong effects on disposition decisions.
Similarly, students' responses are likely to be sensitive to the types of resources
that are made available. We are at an early stage in our efforts to disentangle and
understand the interplay between various aspects of the internal resource
allocation process.

The Choice of Predictor Variables

We are interested in estimating relationships between a set of school
district structural characteristics and the indicators are have developed of internal
resource allocations. We have chosen four types of structural attributes. First,
there several different measures of school districts' fiscal position. In particular,
we have singled out measures of school districts' real property and income wealth
on a per pupil basis. These are classic measures of school district fiscal capacity,
and our interest in their effects on spending grows out of the longstanding equity
concerns within educational finance. Conventional school finance equity studies
examine relationships between school district fiscal capacity and overall spending
levels. Here, we seek to extend the analysis to include the effects of various
aspects of fiscal capacity on internal resource allocation behaviors.

Second, for similar reasons, we are interested in relationships between
various measures of school districts' socio-economic status and resource
allocation practices. The variable we have chosen for these analyses is the
incidence of students qualifying for free and reduced price lunches (the FRPL
count). The purpose of these analyses is to understand the effects of
concentrations of poverty on resource allocation behaviors. Poverty
concentration measures are becoming increasingly popular measures of district
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need for additional funding. The New York State Board of Regents has
proposed to pay "extraordinary needs aid" on the basis of a poverty
concentration indicator. Similarly, the Clinton administration's proposal for the
reauthorization of Chapter 1 funding involves placing a greater emphasis on
concentration indicators.

Third, policymakers are often interested in how districts spend marginal
dollars since reform efforts often result in an influx of new resources to school
districts. This policymaking concern prompts our interest in estimating
relationships between school district per pupil spending levels and their internal
resource allocation practices. In this paper we compare high with low spending
districts. In future work we plan to conduct longitudinal analyses that will permit
the direct examination of how districts spent the additional resources that were
made available to them.11

Fourth, we are interested in the effects of school district size. This interest
is motivated by economic theories of scale in addition to previous research on the
topic. There is an ongoing lively policy debate surrounding the nature of scale
economies in education and their implications for district and school
organizational structure (Monk and Kadamus, in press). Most of the existing
studies place emphasis on districtlevel aggregates. Here we extend the analyses
to examine the internal effects of district size on resource allocation behaviors.

In addition to the examination of bivariate relationships between these
structural attributes and our resource allocation indicators, we are also interested
in assessing a series of interaction effects. Specifically, we want to examine
whatever differences there might be in the effects of spending levels on internal
resource allocation practices for wealthy compared to poorer school districts.

IV. Data and Methods

Our strategy is to focus on a single state and begin with the fiscal data
base that is available. Recall that this is one part of a larger multistate effort
within the CPRE research program. The focus here is on New York. New York
was chosen because of the relatively well developed nature of its data base and
because it typifies a highly regulated, high spending state. The other states that
were chosen were Florida, California, and Minnesota.

We have restricted our analysis to "regular" KI2 school districts in New
York by excluding operating institutional school districts, special residential
school districts and those districts operating only an elementary or secondary
program. These exclusions left us with a population of 64512 districts plus the Big
Four city districts (Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse, and Yonkers) plus New York
City. Our analyses are based on data collected by the New York State Education

11The Lankford and Wyckoff (1993) study includes longitudinal analyses of this type. We plan to extend
their work to look more intensively at more disaggregated indicators. We arc especially interested in
conducting longitudinal analyses of the curriculum allocation data specified at tha individual school level.
121n our earlier paper (Monk and Roellke, 1994) we reported a sample size of 648. We have since
discovered three districts that were incorrectly comidered "regular K-I2" in the earlier report.

ii
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Department (SED) for the 1991-92 school year. The School Financial Master File
(SFMAST), the Institutional Master File (IMF) and the Personnel Master File
(PMF) of the Basic Education Data System (BEDS) were used for revenue,
expenditure, enrollment, and staffing information. Figures reflecting the
percentage of pupils qualifying for free and reduced price lunch (FRPL), property
wealth per pupil and income per pupil came from the State Education
Department's education finance research data base.

Readers interested in the origination of New York resources for education
as well as the disposition of fiscal resources across school districts should obtain a
copy of our earlier paper (Monk and Roe like, 1994). Readers interested in the
disposition of human resources across administrative units and elementary and
secondary schools should obtain a copy of our earlier staffing analyses (Monk
and Roellke, 1995). The findings we report here will be focused on the allocation
and use of professional teaching personnel within secondary schools. Particular
attention is given to the distribution of teacher resources across the "core"
curricular areas of secondary schools. We define "core" to include: English,
Mathematics, Science, Social Studies, and Foreign Language.

Within these core subject areas, we differentiate between "advanced,"
"regular," and "remedial" type offerings. We relied on the course titles listed in
the assignment code manual of the Basic Educational Data System (BEDS) to
determine the type of course offering. We counted as advanced courses those
subjects described in the manual as "advanced," "honors," "accelerated," or
"college-credit." We counted as remedial those courses described as: "basic,"
"remedial," "practical," "developmental," or "corrective" (not special
education). In those cases in which the type of offering could not be determined
by the course title, we relied on teachers' descriptions of the type of pupils within
the class. If the teacher reported a homogeneous class of "advanced placement"
or "honors" pupils, we counted that offering as advanced. Heterogeneous
classes with generic course titles were counted as regular offerings.

In our within school disposition analysis, we report findings in two ways.
First, we calculated fulltime equivalent teacher staffing levels on a per 1,000
district pupil basis. For example, we calculated the number of secondary (grades
7-12) mathematics teachers per 1,000 pupils in the district. These per 1,000 pupil
indicators provide insight into the intensity of resources that are made available
within the school. We then consider the degree to which these intensities are
related to background structural features such as district spending levels, district
size, district property wealth, and district income wealth.

Inequalities in these subjectspecific resource intensities can arise from
two sources: (1) there can be differences in the size of the overall pool of
resources; or (2) there can be differences in how districts divide a given pool of
resources across the various competing subunits, in this case subject areas. For
example, we might find a large difference in the teacher resources devoted to
mathematics in two districts. The difference might be due to the fact that the two
districts have different sized pools of resources to allocate; or, they might have
the same pool to work with but decide to divide it in very different ways.
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Given our interest in internal resource allocation practices, it is important to
examine directly the decision to divide the pool of resource in one fashion rather
than another. To this end, we introduce a second type of resource allocation
indicator that looks exclusively at the share of the available pool that is allocated
to each area of the curriculum. Thus, for each area of the curriculum we provide
the staffing level per 1,000 pupils plus the percentage share of the teaching
resource pool that the subject area receives.

To address our interest in the utilization of resources, we make a similar
calculation of the pupiltime resource. In other words, we generate a series of
subjectspeciflc indicators that tell us the percentage of the pool of studenttime
resource that is devoted to each area of the curriculum.

With these two share indicators in hand it becomes possible to generate an
index of resource utilization. In this report, we have relied upon a ratio of the two
percentages as our measure of resource utilization. The teacher resource share
appears in the numerator of the ratio, so a figure of 1.3 for a given subject area
suggests that 30% more teacher resources than pupil resources are devoted to the
subject in question. Thus, low readings on this indicator suggest that the teacher
resource in question is facing relatively heavy demands.

Another indicator of resource utilization is overall pupil load per full-time-
equivalent teacher. We constructed this indicator by calculating the number of
pupils enrolled in advanced, regular and remedial courses and dividing these
totals by the number of full-time-equivalent teachers allocated to those areas of
the curriculum. Again, this type of indicator can provide insights into the level of
demand faced by teachers in

Our "per 1,000 pupil" results are presented for the whole state (minus the
big 5 cities) as well as for quintiles that are based on the district structural
characteristics described earlier. In particular, we present quintile breakdowns for
the following district attributes: a) spending level; b) real property wealth per
pupil; and c) income per pupil. In addition, we present breakdowns that are not
based on pupil quintiles for: a) district size and b) the incidence of pupils in
poverty. For these nonquintile analyses we chose cutpoints with
policymaking significance that could also apply across the 4 states participating
in the larger study. The spending level is total district expenditures per pupil.
District property wealth is selected full value per total weighted pupil unit
(TWPU). Percent of pupils in poverty is determined by the percentage of
students in the district who qualify for free and reduced price lunch (FRPL
count). Within each category of analysis, where appropriate, we present data for
the state average and for pupil quintiles. Quintile distributions reflect pupil
counts, not district counts. That is, quintiles are constructed so that
approximately onefifth of the pupils in the state (excluding the Big Four and
New York City) are contained within each quintile. We present the average
results for each quintile where the average is weighted by the number of pupils in
each district.

i 3
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V. Findings

Disposition Findings: Resource Intensity Levels

State Aggregates

The far right column of Table 1A presents the "per 1,000 pupil" indicator
results for the entire state (less the big 5 city districts). We find that the resource
intensity among the core subject areas is highest for English (5.48 teachers per
1,000 district pupils) and lowest for Foreign Language (2.55 teachers per 1,000
district pupils). Of the core areas, mathematics has the highest resource intensity
level for both advanced and remedial offerings (.45 and .96, respectively).
Staffing commitments to regular offerings within the core account for 17.60 of the
21.10 full time equivalent teachers within the core subject areas.

The Bi2 Four and New York Cit

Table 1A also presents the "per 1,000 pupil" indicator results for the Big
Four (Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse, Yonkers) and New York City. Over 40% of
the pupils in the State are contained within these urban areas, with over 36%
residing within New York City alone. These findings indicate substantial
differences in resource intensity levels between these big cities and the remainder
of the State. Particularly noteworthy is the low resource intensity level in the
core areas in New York City. In the core subject areas on the secondary level,
New York City employs nearly three less professional staff members per 1,000
pupils than their Big Four counterparts and over six less staff members than the
State average. Also note the relatively high staffing commitments to remedial
mathematics in the Big Four and New York City (1.20 and 1.10, respectively).

Table 1A About Here

Quintile Breakdowns

Spending levels. The Table revels a remarkable degree of consistency
across the spending quintiles in overall staffing commitments to the core subject
areas, with the exception of the highest spending group of districts. For example,
English receives between 5.20 and 5.43 teachers per 1,000 pupils until the 5th
quintile is reached where the figure jumps to 6.10. Similar jumps can be observed
in the other subject areas as well. The flatness of the profiles in overall staffing
commitments until the highest spending quintile is interesting. It suggests that as
spending levels rise through the 4th quintile, the resources are devoted either to
salary increases for existing staff or to other nonpersonnel uses. In our earlier
work (Monk and Roellke, 1994) we found steady salary increases over the five
quintiles. Something significant appears to be happening within the districts at
the top spending levels.

There is a noteworthy departure from the tendency for the profiles to be
flat across the lower 4 spending quintiles. As spending increases, staffing

14
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commitments to the advanced areas of the curriculum also increase. Staffing
commitments to advanced courses are nearly three times as great in the highest
spending districts than the lowest spending districts (2.55 vs. .88).

Table 1B About Here

District size. Table IC shows that there are relatively high staffing per
pupil levels in the smallest districts. Staffing commitments to the core area of the
curriculum steadily decline as district size increases. The refined subject area
breakdowns reveal interesting trends: as district size increases, staffing
commitments to advanced types of courses increase and commitments to regular
and remedial types of courses decrease. While staffing commitments are high in
the smallest districts, relatively modest commitments are made to advanced
courses within the core subject areas.

Table 1C About Here

Property wealth. The property wealth quintile breakdowns differ in an
interesting way from what we found for the spending breakdowns. In particular,
the lowest wealth districts tend to report higher staffing levels in many of their
subject areas than do the districts in the next highest wealth levels. Recall that
the expenditure breakdowns were characterized by remarkably flat profiles
across the lower 4 spending quintiles. These higher staffing levels for the poorest
districts may stem from the wealth equalized resource flows from state and
Federal sources. However, it is important to note that while the staffing levels are
higher for the poorest districts relative to other districts at the lower end of the
poverty distribution, they remain substantially below the staffing levels shown for
the wealthiest districts in the state. Also note that as wealth increases, staffing
commitments to advanced areas of the curriculum also increase. Conversely, as
wealth increases, staffing commitments to remedial areas of the curriculum
decrease.

Table 1D About Here

District income. The income breakdown is quite similar to the property
wealth breakdown. The districts falling into the lowest quintile report (in many of
the subject areas) somewhat higher staffing levels than do the districts falling in
the next highest income quintile. Moreover, we see again the ju Tip between the
4th and 5th quintiles in overall resource intensity and similar trends regarding
advanced and remedial areas of the curriculum. As income wealth increases,
resource intensity in the advanced areas increases and resource intensity in the
remedial areas decreases.

Table lE About Here

Poverty. The breakdowns by FRPL count are somewhat problematic
given the uneven distribution of the districts across the cutpoints we have agreed
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upon as part of the multistate CPRE effort. Notice that the highest poverty
grouping contains only 4 districts. In general, the results show more of a steady
inverse relationship between staffing levels and poverty than was found in the
earlier breakdowns. In other words, there is less of a jump at the low poverty
level, and the relatively high staffing levels in the lowest property wealth and
lowest income districts can not be easily discerned in the highest poverty
districts. However, we suspect this is due primarily to the fact that the poverty
breakdowns do not provide even rough approximations of pupil quintiles.

Table 1F About Here

Disposition Findings: Percentage Shares of Teacher Resources

We observed differences in the level of subject specific teacher resource
intensity in the first set of tables. These differences can arise from two sources: (1)
differences in the magnitude of the overall pool of resources the schools have
access to; and (2) differences in how the respective pools of resources are divided
among the various subunits, in this case subject areas. The 'Total Core" row
headings in Tables 1A-1F provide insight into differences across the quintiles in
the size of the available pools of resources. Here, our focus shifts to the
percentage distribution of each district's pool regardless of its overall size. The
columns labeled TT (teacher time) in Tables 2A-2F provide this information.

State Aggregates

Table 2A reports information about the percentage share distribution of
teacher resources across core curricular areas for all of the regular K-12 districts
(excluding the 5 big city districts) in the State as a whole. This information
appears under the TT (teacher time) heading of the Table.

Table 2A About Here

These are revealing statistics and invite questions about why the
distribution takes the form that it does. Why, for example, does English receive
the largest percentage share, on average, of any of the core curricular areas we
have defined? Why do remedial English and remedial Mathematics receive high
percentage shares (2.48% and 2.79%) compared to remedial Science which
receives only (.14%)? Such questions are much easier to ask than to answer, and
we shall not attempt to resolve these matters here. The data permit us to frame the
questions, and we are confident that the questions in themselves will prompt a
useful debate. The data also permit us to examine correlates of the percentage
shares, the topic we turn to later in this paper.

The Big Four and New York City

Table 2A also provides the breakdowns for the Big Four city districts and
New York City. The percentage share committed to the core areas in the big

IC
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cities is substantially lower in these districts than the State average. Statewide,
61.10% of the teacher resource is devoted to the core while this share is less than
50% in both the Big Four and New York City (49.49% and 46.89%,
respectively). Also note that percentage shares devoted remedial curricular
offerings is slightly greater in the big cities than in the State as a whole.
Conversely, the percentage share devoted to advanced offerings is slightly lower
in the big cities than the State average.

Quintile Breakdowns

Table 2B About Here

District spending. Table 2B shows that the overall percentage shares for
most of the core areas either decline or remain fairly constant as spending per
pupil increases. There does appear to be a positive relationship between district
spending and percentage shares devoted to advanced areas of the curriculum.
Note that in the lowest spending districts the percentage share for advanced
areas is lower than the percentage share devoted to remedial areas (2.82% and
6.36%). The reverse is true in the highest spending districts where we find higher
percentage shares devoted to advanced areas rather than remedial areas.

District size. Considerable inconsistency characterizes the behavior of
overall core subject matter shares of teacher resources as district size changes.
Table 2C shows, for example, that in areas such as Mathematics, there are
negative relationships between district size and subject areas' respective teacher
resource shares. There are no discernible trends in the overall percentage shares
of the other core areas. In examining the core by refined subject area, however,
we find interesting trends regarding advanced and remedial offerings. Positive
relationships can be seen between district size and percentage shared for
advanced areas of the core curriculum. We find a negative relationship between
district size and percentage shares devoted to remedial areas of the core.

Table 2C About Here

Perhaps the explanation for this variability lies in the degree to which
diseconomies of small size vary across subject areas. Some subjects or
instructional approaches may be more vulnerable to these diseconomies than are
others, and the result may be additional demands for resources to meet the higher
unit costs that these diseconomies generate. For example, negative relationships
can be seen for remedial areas of the core curriculum. It may be that remedial
types of courses are especially prone to small size diseconomies and that small
districts meet these extra costs by supplying larger shares of resources than
would ordinarily be the case.

Property wealth and income. The quintile breakdowns for property wealth
and income reveal quite similar results (Table 2D and Table 2E). As was the case
with the spending quintiles, we find inconsistencies in the overall percentage
shares in the core areas as district wealth increases. Specifically, English and
Mathematics tend to receive smaller teacher resource shares as the property
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wealth or income level of the district increases. The relationship appears to be
different for Science and Social Studies where there is no discernible trend.
Foreign Language is a core subject that receives unambiguously larger teacher
resource shares as the fiscal capacity of the district increases. We find a positive
relationship between fiscal capacity and percentage shares devoted to advanced
offerings within the core. We find a negative relationship between fiscal capacity
and percentage shares devoted to remedial offerings within the core.

Tables 2D and 2E About Here

Poverty. Table 2F provides the breakdowns by the incidence of
impoverished families and reveals some interesting departures from what the
district fiscal capacity breakdowns showed. For example, share of teacher
resources devoted to English increases or remains steady with the poverty
indicator until the final grouping where the share drops significantly. In Science
there is a steady decline in the overall share as the incidence of poverty increases.
In Mathematics, the share increases and then decreases as poverty increases. The
same can be said for the Social Studies share. Foreign Language shares decrease
until the highest level of poverty where the share makes a small gain. As was the
case with the spending and wealth quintiles, we find interesting trends in the
advanced and remedial offerings within the core. Lower percentage shares are
devoted to advanced offerings as the incidence of pupils in poverty increases.
Higher percentage shares are devoted to remedial offerings as poverty increases.

Table 2F About Here

Utilization Findings: Percentage Ratios

In addition to the percentage share distributions of teacher resources
across subject areas, Tables 2A-2F provide information about the distribution of
students' time. These findings appear under the PT (pupil time) headings in these
tables. We calculated the total number of pupilhours that were spent within
each of the high schools studied and then apportioned this total across the
subject areas in accordance with the pupil enrollment data that was available to
us using the state data tapes.13 By comparing the percentage shares of teacher
and student resources devoted to particular areas of the curriculum, we hope to
gain insight into the nature of how these resources are utilized in schooling
settings. The 17/PT (teacher time/pupil time) columns report this information.

State Aggregates

13 Inspection of the reporting of pupil counts showcd that sonic teachers reported implausible numbers of
students. Despite the obvious methodological problems associated with the approach, some filtering out of
these suspect alses seemed essential. Wc developed a set of decision-making rules to flag (and subsequently
remove from thc pupil count analysis) those teachers whose pupil loads could be consistently identified as
implausible.
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Information about the utilization indices for all of the K-12 districts in the
State (with the exception of the 5 big city districts) appears in the far right
column of Table 2A under the TT/PT heading. There are several striking results.
First, the highest indices occur without exception in the remedial offerings within
the core. The average utilization ratio for all remedial offerings within the core is
1.59. A value 1.59 suggests that the supply of teacher resource is 159% larger
than the supply of student resources to the curricular area in question. The other
areas of the curriculum where the teacher resource share tends to exceed that of
the student resource are advanced Science and advanced Foreign Language.

The fact that some teacher resource shares are larger than the
corresponding student resource share suggests that there will be balancing
subject areas where the opposite will be true. Table 2A indicates that part of this
balancing occurs in regular offerings within the core.

As was the case for the statewide aggregates for the Teacher Resource
distribution, these findings invite many questions. Recall that English received
the highest allocations of teacher time resources. But English also receives the
highest allocations of student time resources. Why, on balance, does the supply
of teacher resources in the core academic courses fall short of pupil demand?
And, of course, how appropriate and justifiable are the high indices recorded for
courses in the remedial areas of the core curriculum? Again, these questions are
far easier to ask than to answer. The findings help to frame useful questions. The
challenge is to use the questions as the basis of a fruitful debate.

The Big Four and New York City

The utilization findings for the big cities are also reported in Table 2A. The
utilization indices for the overall core subject areas in both the Big Four and New
York City are substantially lower than the State average. While the supply of
teacher resources in the core academic courses falls short of pupil demand in the
State as a whole (overall utilization index of .92), this shortfall is more substantial
in the Big Four and in New York City (index of .82 and .77, respectively). It is
noteworthy that only in New York City do we find a utilization ratio of less than
one for total remedial offerings within the core. This suggests a relatively high
demand for remedial courses within New York City.

Tables 2B 2F also provide utilization findings by district type. While
there are some differences across the quintiles, for the most part these are quite
modest. Indeed, it is remarkable to observe how similar the utilization indices are
for districts that vary quite dramatically in terms of their spending, property
wealth, income levels, and incidence of pupils living in poverty. The real
differences revealed by these data lie across the subject areas regardless of what
kind of district is being considered.

if)
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Utilization Findings: Overall Pupil Demand

Finally, we turn to a set of analyses that are intended to gain additional
insight into how teacher resources are utilized by students. We calculated the
overall pupil demand per full time equivalent teacher in each of the five core
subject areas. Findings are also reported for the advanced, regular and remedial
offerings within the core.

State Aggregates

Overall pupil load findings for the entire State (minus the big city districts)
appear in Table 3A. The overall pupil loads range from a low of 35.61 pupils per
teacher in remedial Science to a high of 110.97 pupils per teacher in regular Social
Studies. Of the core subject areas, the lowest overall pupil load is found in
Science (89.99) and the highest is found in Social Studies (109.13). Of the
remedial offerings within the core, remedial Mathematics has the highest pupil
load per teacher (59.70). Of the advanced offerings within the core, advanced
Social Studies has the highest pupil load per teacher (102.28).

Table 3A About Here

The Big _four and New York City

Table 3A also provides the overall pupil load findings for the big cities.
There are several striking results. First, the average pupil load per teacher in the
core areas is substantially greater in the big cities than in the State as a whole.
This is particularly true for New York City where the overall load is over 34
pupils greater than the State average. In New York City, the only subject areas in
which the overall pupil load is less than 100 pupils per teacher are remedial
English, remedial Mathematics, and remedial Science. The overall pupil load in
New York City reaches a high of 139.60 in Foreign Language. Also note that the
average load in the advanced areas of the core is over 38 pupils greater in New
York City than the State average and the average remedial load is nearly 43
pupils greater.

Quintile Breakdowns

Tables 3B 3F provide overall pupil load findings by district type. While
there are some differences across the quintiles, for the most part these are quite
modest. Indeed, it is remarkable to observe how similar the utilization indices are
for districts that vary quite dramatically in terms of their spending, property
wealth, income levels, and incidence of pupils living in poverty. There are some
unambiguous and interesting trends in the district size quintiles (Table 3C). As
district size increases, the overall pupil load in virtually all of the core areas
increases. This holds true for most advanced, regular and remedial offerings as
well.

VI. Discussion
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Given the ongoing nature of this research, we shall not attempt to
interpret and draw conclusions about these findings. The results of these staffing
analyses need to be placed in the broader context of the earlier more macro
analyses of how fi seal resources are distributed across districts. In addition, these
results need to be compared with the findings in the other states that are a part of
the CPRE research effort.

However, we shall offer a few observations about how the various pieces
of the analyses reported here fit together. Recall that in English we found that
the resource intensity level was flat across spending levels until you reached the
highest spending districts where the intensity level rose. We also found a
negative relationship between the share of teacher resources devoted to English
and district spending levels. Collectively, these results suggest that initially the
new resources being spent by the higher spending districts just balance the
shifting of resources away from English so that the resource intensity level stays
more or less constant, and that ultimately (among the highest spending districts)
the influx of new resources swamps the continuing tendency to shift away from
English so that in the net there is a rise in the resource intensity for English.

An alternative (although not necessarily inconsistent) explanation
involves the claim that the new resources being spent by the higher spending
districts are devoted primarily to teacher salaries or nonpersonnel uses, and that
this changes at the highest spending districts into a willingness to add staff.

An unambiguous and striking finding in this analysis is that professional
staffing levels in the core subject areas within the big cities of the State are
substantially lower than the State average. This low resource intensity level is
particularly prevalent in New York City. It should be noted that this analysis is
limited to professional staff only. One possible explanation for the low
professional staffing levels in the big cities is the use of para-professionals and
classroom aides in place of certified teachers.

We are currently engaged at expanding and interpreting these analyses of
the internal allocation of resources for education. We are also continuing to work
on the case studies that will further complement the findings. We are impressed
with the insights being offered by this line of analysis and we look forward to the
next steps in the project.
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Table 14
Secondary School (7-12) Instructional Staffing Patterns

(Number of FTE Professional Staff per 1,000 District Pupils)
Big 4 City Districts, New York City and State Totals

Big 4 City Districts
n=4

New York City
n=1

State Totals
n=645

Staffing Category
English Total 4.49 3.67 5.48

Advanced English 0.27 0.22 0.33
Regular English 3.29 2.70 4.29
Remedial English 0.94 0.75 0.86

Math Total 4.18 3.52 4.65
Advanced Math 0.29 0.23 0.45
Regular Math 2.70 2.19 3.25
Remedial Math 1.20 1.10 0.96

Science Total 3.03 2.39 4.23
Advanced Science 0.21 0.19 0.34
Regular Science 2.80 2.17 3.84
Remedial Science 0.02 0.03 0.05

Social Studies Total 3.22 2.66 4.19
Advanced Social Studies 0.30 0.20 0.29
Regular Social Studies 2.87 2.40 3.81
Remedial Social Studies 0.05 0.06 0.10

Foreign Language 1.50 1.41 2.55
Advanced Foreign Lang. 0.11 0.09 0.13
Regular Foreign Lang. 1.40 1.31 2.42
Remedial Foreign Lang. 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Advanced 1.18 0.93 1.55
Total Regular 13.05 10.78 17.60
Total Remedial 2.21 1.94 1.96

Total Core 16.44 13.65 21.10

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment.



Table 1B
Secondary School (7-12) Instructional Staffing Patterns

(Number of FTE Professional Staff per 1,000 District Pupils)
By District Spending Level

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Qs Total
n=87 n=147 n=167 n=117 n=127 n=645

Staffing Category
English Total 5.20 5.25 5.43 5.31 6.10 5.48

Advanced English 0.18 0.26 0.25 0.38 0.50 0.33
Regular English 4.20 4.21 4.23 4.09 4.70 4.29
Remedial English 0.82 0.78 0.95 0.83 0.89 0.86

Math Total 4.46 4.51 4.67 4.54 5.00 4.65
Advanced Math 0.36 0.38 0.35 0.47 0.65 0.45
Regular Math 3.05 3.15 3.17 3.13 3.65 3.25
Remedial Math 1.05 0.98 1.15 0.94 0.70 0.96

Science Total 3.86 3.98 4.01 4.18 4.95 4.23
Advanced Science 0.16 0.22 0.20 0.41 0.64 0.34
Regular Science 3.65 3.72 3.76 3.73 4.25 3.84
Remedial Science 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.05

Social Studies Total 4.04 4.05 4.06 4.09 4.65 4.19
Advanced Social Studies 0.11 0.19 0.18 0.35 0.51 0.29
Regular Social Studies 3.83 3.78 3.77 3.66 4.03 3.81
Remedial Social Studies 0.10 0.09 0.11 0.08 0.11 0.10

Foreign Language 2.18 2.36 2.35 2.46 3.23 2.55
Advanced Foreign Lang. 0.06 0.08 0.08 0.17 0.24 0.13
Regular Foreign Lang. 2.12 2.28 2.28 2.30 2.99 2.42
Remedial Foreign Lang. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Advanced 0.88 1.13 1.07 1.78 2.55 1.55
Total Regular 16.85 17.14 17.20 16.91 19.62 17.60
Total Remedial 2.02 1.89 2.25 1.90 1.77 1.96

Total Core 19.75 20.15 20.52 20.58 23.94 21.10

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment.
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Table 1C
Secondary School (7-12) Instructional Staffing Patterns
(Number of Professional Staff per 1,000 District Pupils)

By District Size

0-500
501-
1000

1001-
1500

1501 -
5000

5001 -
10,000 10,000 + Total

Staffing Category
n=65 n=102 n=144 n=270 n=58 n=6 n=645

English Total 7.00 6.01 5.75 5.45 5.34 4.90 5.48
Advanced English 0.09 0.16 0.24 0.34 0.37 0.45 0.33
Regular English 5.75 4.79 4.66 4.26 4.10 3.85 4.29
Remedial English 1.16 1.06 0.85 0.85 0.87 0.61 0.86

Math Total 6.61 5.51 5.08 4.62 4.37 4.02 4.65
Advanced Math 0.23 0.31 0.42 0.48 0.45 0.44 0.45
Regular Math 4.41 3.69 3.50 3.23 3.07 2.93 3.25
Remedial Math 1.97 1.50 1.16 0.91 0.85 0.64 0.96

Science Total 5.18 4.53 4.33 4.27 4.06 3.91 4.23
Advanced Science 0.05 0.07 0.19 0.36 0.42 0.54 0.34
Regular Science 5.08 4.41 4.09 3.87 3.59 3.32 3.84
Remedial Science 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05

Social Studies Total 5.32 4.56 4.42 4.19 4.02 3.79 4.19
Advanced Social Studies 0.06 0.08 0.19 0.28 0.35 0.51 0.29
Regular Social Studies 5.11 4.37 4.12 3.81 3.59 3.21 3.81
Remedial Social Studies 0.15 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.08 0.07 0.10

Foreign Language 3.02 2.55 2.57 2.59 2.52 2.11 2.55
Advanced Foreign Lang. 0.03 0.04 0.08 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.13
Regular Foreign Lang. 2.99 2.51 2.49 2.44 2.37 1.96 2.42
Remedial Foreign Lang. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Advanced 0.45 0.66 1.11 1.61 1.75 2.10 1.55
Total Regular 23.34 19.77 18.86 17.61 16.71 15.27 17.60
Total Remedial 3.32 2.74 2.17 1.91 1.85 1.37 1.96

Total Core 27.12 23.17 22.14 21.13 20.31 18.74 21.10

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment.



Table 1D
Secondary School (7-12) Instructional Staffing Patterns

(Number of FTE Professional Staff per 1,000 District Pupils)
By District Property Wealth

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Qs Total
n=194 n=130 n.103 n=91 n.127 n=645

Staffing Caterry
English Total 5.32 5.28 5.21 5.44 6.21 5.48

Advanced English 0.17 0.23 0.33 0.44 0.49 0.33
Regular English 4.24 4.14 4.11 4.14 4.87 4.29
Remedial English 0.91 0.91 0.77 0.86 0.84 0.86

Math Total 4.73 4.43 4.49 4.55 5.11 4.65
Advanced Math 0.30 0.32 0.40 0.55 0.70 0.45
Regular Math 3.16 3.05 3.12 3.21 3.73 3.25
Remedial Math 1.27 1.05 0.97 0.79 0.68 0.96

Science Total 3.99 3.87 3.96 4.31 5.09 4.23
Advanced Science 0.12 0.20 0.29 0.48 0.65 0.34
Regular Science 3.82 3.62 3.64 3.78 4.38 3.84
Remedial Science 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.05

Social Studies Total 4.09 4.03 3.96 4.20 4.72 4.19
Advanced Social Studies 0.10 0.15 0.27 0.43 0.50 0.29
Regular Social Studies 3.87 3.77 3.63 3.70 4.10 3.81
Remedial Social Studies 0.12 0.11 0.07 0.07 0.12 0.10

Foreign Language 2.20 2.22 2.34 2.66 3.39 2.55
Advanced Foreign Lang. 0.04 0.07 0.11 0.20 0.25 0.13
Regular Foreign Lang. 2.17 2.15 2.23 2.46 3.13 2.42
Remedial Foreign Lang. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Advanced 0.72 0.97 1.40 2.09 2.60 1.55
Total Regular 17.25 16.73 16.72 17.29 20.22 17.60
Total Remedial 2.36 2.12 1.86 1.77 1.70 1.96

Total Core 20.33 19.83 19.97 21.16 24.52 21.10

Note: Figures arc weighted by district enrollment.



Table lE
Secondary School (7-12) Instructional Staffing Patterns

(Number of FTE Professional Staff per 1,000 District Pupils)
By District Income Wealth

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Qs Total

n=238 n=132 n=99 n=78 n=98 n=645

Staffing Category
English Total 5.44 5.31 5.35 5.42 5.95 5.48

Advanced English 0.15 0.24 0.33 0.43 0.52 0.33

Regular English 4.32 4.14 4.21 4.20 4.63 4.29

Remedial English 0.97 0.93 0.80 0.79 0.80 0.86

Math Total 4.86 4.55 4.46 4.49 4.98 4.65

Advanced Math 0.29 0.31 0.42 0.52 0.73 0.45

Regular Math 3.22 3.05 3.20 3.20 3.60 3.25

Remedial Math 1.34 1.18 0.84 0.77 0.65 0.96

Science Total 4.03 3.92 4.11 4.23 4.94 4.23

Advanced Science 0.11 0.21 0.30 0.47 0.65 0.34

Regular Science 3.87 3.66 3.77 3.71 4.24 3.84

Remedial Science 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05

Social Studies Total 4.18 4.02 4.10 4.16 4.54 4.19

Advanced Social Studies 0.08 0.18 0.27 0.39 0.51 0.29

Regular Social Studies 3.98 3.73 3.74 3.69 3.93 3.81

Remedial Social Studies 0.12 0.10 0.09 0.07 0.10 0.10

Foreign Language 2.23 2.24 2.44 2.58 3.33 2.55

Advanced Foreign Lang. 0.04 0.09 0.11 0.17 0.28 0.13

Regular Foreign Lang. 2.19 2.16 2.34 2.41 3.06 2.42

Remedial Foreign Lang. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Advanced 0.67 1.03 1.43 1. 98 2.69 1.55

Total Regular 17.58 16.74 17.26 17.22 19.45 17.60

Total Remedial 2.49 2.27 1.77 1.68 1.60 1.96

Total Core 20.74 20.04 20.46 20.88 23.74 21.10

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment.
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Table 1F
Secondary School (7-12) Instructional Staffing Patterns

(Number of FTE Professional Staff per 1,000 District Pupils)
By Percent of District Pupils in Poverty (FRPL count)

0-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-75% 75% 4- Total
n=138 n=157 n=294 n=52 n=4 n=645

Staffing Category
English Total 5.78 5.33 5.42 5.43 4.37 5.48

Advanced English 0.49 0.35 0.22 0.24 0.26 0.33

Regular English 4.56 4.20 4.23 4.13 3.04 4.29
Remedial English 0.73 0.78 0.97 1.05 1.07 0.86

Math Total 4.77 4.50 4.68 4.73 4.17 4.65
Advanced Math 0.68 0.43 0.34 0.30 0.19 0.45
Regular Math 3.48 3.24 3.15 2.99 2.65 3.25
Remedial Math O. 61 0.83 1.20 1.44 1.33 0.96

Science Total 4.75 4.15 4.03 3.75 3.21 4.23

Advanced Science 0.61 0.32 0.20 0.20 0.14 0.34
Regular Science 4.12 3.78 3.77 3.48 2.97 3.84
Remedial Science 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.05

Social Studies Total 4.43 4.13 4.16 3.86 3.22 4.19
Advanced Social Studies 0.47 0.30 0.15 0.21 0.05 0.29
Regular Social Studies 3.89 3.73 3.89 3.52 3.06 3.81
Remedial Social Studies 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.10

Foreign Language 3.10 2.46 2.29 2.15 2.26 2.55
Advanced Foreign Lang. 0.24 0.12 0.07 0.10 0.03 0.13
Regular Foreign Lang. 2.86 2.34 2.22 2.06 2.24 2.42
Remedial Foreign Lang. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Advanced 2.48 1.52 0.98 1.05 0.66 1.55
Total Regular 18.90 17.29 17.25 16.18 13.96 17.60

Total Remedial 1.45 1.75 2.34 2.69 2.62 1.96

Total Core 22.83 20.56 20.57 19.91 17.24 21.10

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment.



Table 2A
Percent Teacher Time and Percent Pupil Time
By Secondary School Instructional Area (7-12)

Big 4 City Districts, New York City and State Totals

TT

Districts
n=4

PT TTIPT

New York City
n=1

TT PT TTIPT 77'

State Totals
ii=645

PT ITIPTSubject Category
English Total 13.60 15.67 0.87 12.61 14.72 0.86 15.88 16.57 0.96

Advanced English 0.80 0.94 0.85 0.75 1.03 0.73 0.95 1.08 0.88
Regular English 9.91 12.05 0.82 9.29 11.16 0.83 12.45 13.90 0.90
Remedial English 2.89 2.68 1.08 2.57 2.53 1.02 2.48 1.60 1.55

Math Total 12.62 14.92 0.85 12.09 14.88 0.81 13.47 14.22 0.95
Advanced Math 0.86 0.90 0.96 0.79 0.97 0.81 1.28 1.42 0.90
Regular Math 8.09 11.13 0.73 7.51 10.03 0.75 9.40 11.03 0.85
Remedial Math 3.67 2.90 1.27 3.79 3.88 0.98 2.79 1.78 1.57

Science Total 9.10 11.21 0.81 8.22 11.24 0.73 12.24 12.38 0.99
Advanced Science 0.59 0.65 0.91 0.64 0.80 0.80 0.96 0.81 1.23
Regular Science 8.43 10.51 0.80 7.46 10.32 0.72 11.13 11.52 0.97
Remedial Science 0.07 0.06 1.17 0.11 0.11 1.00 0.14 0.05 2.80

Social Studies Total 9.70 12.99 0.75 9.14 12.72 0.72 12.18 14.97 0.81
Advanced Soc. Studies 0.90 1.06 0.85 0.67 0.91 0.74 0.81 0.95 0.85
Regular Social Studies 8.65 11.78 0.73 8.26 11.59 0.71 11.09 13.86 0.80
Remedial Social Studies 0.15 0.16 0.94 0.20 0.22 0.91 0.28 0.16 1.75

Foreign Language 4.48 5.35 0.84 4.83 7.04 0.69 7.33 8.22 0.89
Advanced For. Lang. 0.31 0.36 0.86 0.33 0.46 0.72 0.37 0.34 1.09
Regular Foreign Lang. 4.18 4.98 0.84 4.51 6.57 0.69 6.96 7.89 0.88
Remedial Foreign Lang. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Advanced 3.46 3.91 0.88 3.18 4.18 0.76 4.37 4.59 0.95
Total Regular 39.26 50.44 0.78 37.03 49.68 0.75 51.03 58.19 0.88
Total Remedial 6.77 5.79 1.17 6.67 6.74 0.99 5.70 3.58 1.59

Total Core 49.49 60.14 0.82 46.89 60.60 0.77 61.10 66.37 0.92

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment

TT - Percent Teacher Time PT - Percent Pupil Time
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Q1

Table 2B
Percent Teacher Time and Percent Pupil Time
By Secondary School Instructional Area (7-12)

By District Spending Level

Q2 Q3 Q4 Qs

Sub*ect Category TT

n=87

PT 771PT TT

n=147

PT TT/PT 77

n=167

PT 77/PT 77

n=117

PT 77/PT 77

n=127

PT 77/PT
Eng ish otal 1 9 17. 5 .9 16.19 16. 0. 7 1 .26 16. o. 8 1 43 16. 0.93 15.31 16.17 0.95

Advanced English 0.58 0.56 1.04 0.82 0.87 0.94 0.75 0.81 0.93 1.12 1.34 0.84 1.27 1.54 0.82
Regular English 13.43 15.03 .089 13.00 14.40 0.90 12.67 14.03 0.90 11.90 13.53 0.88 11.78 13.09 0.90
Remedial English 2.58 1.46 1.77 2.37 1.41 1.68 2.84 1.80 1.58 2.41 1.67 1.44 2.26 1.55 1.46

Math Total 14.15 14.53 0.97 13.86 14.44 0.96 13.96 14.20 0.98 13.19 14.15 0.93 12.54 13.95 0.90
Advanced Math 1.16 1.19 0.97 1.16 1.26 0.92 1.06 1.11 0.95 1.37 1.54 0.89 1.61 1.87 0.86
Regular Math 9.71 11.24 0.86 9.72 11.34 0.86 9.50 10.99 0.86 9.10 10.81 0.84 9.16 10.90 0.84
Remedial Math 3.28 2.11 1.55 2.98 1.84 1.62 3.40 2.11 1.61 2.73 1.80 1.52 1.78 1.18 1.51

Science Total 12.32 12.58 0.98 12.31 12.50 0.98 12.03 12.35 0.97 12.17 12.38 0.98 12.42 12.18 1.02
Advanced Science 0.51 0.38 1.34 0.69 0.57 1.21 0.61 0.50 1.22 1.19 1.01 1.18 1.59 1.35 1.12
Regular Science 11.62 12.16 0.96 11.49 11.89 0.97 11.29 11.80 0.96 10.84 11.31 0.96 10.67 10.76 0.99
Remedial Science 0.18 0.05 3.60 0.12 0.04 3.00 0.13 0.05 2.60 0.14 0.05 2.80 0.16 0.06 2.67

Social Studies Total 12.90 15.32 0.84 12.53 15.35 0.82 12.22 15.06 0.81 11.93 14.79 0.81 11.72 14.52 0.81
Advanced Social Studies 0.36 0.38 0.95 0.58 0.67 0.87 0.55 0.63 0.87 1.03 1.22 0.84 1.29 1.55 0.83
Regular Social Studies 12.22 14.80 0.83 11.68 14.54 0.80 11.34 14.27 0.79 10.67 13.41 0.80 10.14 12.78 0.-79
Remedial Social Studies 0.31 0.14 2.21 0.27 0.15 1.80 0.32 0.16 2.00 0.22 0.16 1.38 0.29 0.18 1.61

Foreign Language 6.98 7.78 0.90 7.27 8.09 0.90 '7.05 8.00 0.88 7.14 8.03 0.89 8.09 9.01 0.90
Advanced Foreign Lang. 0.21 0.19 1.11 0.25 0.21 1.19 0.23 0.20 1.15 0.48 0.47 1.02 0.61 0.54 1.13
Regular Foreign Lang. 6.77 7.59 0.89 7.02 7.88 0.89 6.82 7.82 0.87 6.66 7.56 0.88 7.48 8.47 0.88
Remedial Foreign Lang. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Advanced 2.82 2.69 1.05 3.50 3.58 0.98 3.21 3.26 0.98 5.18 5.59 0.93 6.36 6.86 0.93
Total Regular 53.75 60.81 0.88 52.92 60.05 0.88 51.62 58.91 0.88 49.18 56.62 0.87 49.23 56.00 0.88
Total Remedial 6.36 3.76 1.69 5.74 3.43 1.67 6.69 4.11 1.63 5.50 3.69 1.49 4.49 2.96 1.52

Total Core 62.93 67.27 0.94 62.16 67.07 0.93 61.51 66.28 0.93 59.86 65.90 0.91 60.07 65.82 0.91

Note: Figures are weighted by district

IT -Percent Teacher Time

; 0

enrollment

PT - Percent Pupil Time

4 1



0-500

Table 2C
Percent Teacher Time and Percent Pupil Time
By Secondary School Instructional Area (7-12)

By District Size

501-1000 1001-1500 1501-5000 5001-10000 10,000 +

Subject Category 77

n=65

PT 77/PT 77

n=102

PT 771PT 77

n=144

PT 77/PT 77

n=270

PT 771PT TT

n=58

PT TTIPT TT

n=6

PT TTIPT

English Total 15.51 16.26 0.95 16.04 16.52 0.97 16.10 16.19 0.99 15.97 16.73 0.95 15.73 16.49 0.95 15.12 16.52 0.92
Adv. English 0.18 0.09 2.0 0.42 0.35 1.20 0.64 0.59 1.08 0.98 1.12 0.88 1.08 1.28 0.84 1.36 1.76 0.77
Regular English 12.69 14.82 0.86 12.80 14.54 0.88 13.05 14.21 0.92 12.50 14.03 0.89 12.10 13.46 0.90 11.92 13.30 0.90
Remedial English 2.64 1.34 1.97 2.82 1.63 1.73 2.41 1.40 1.72 2.49 1.58 1.58 2.55 1.75 1.46 1.83 1.47 1.24

Math Total 14.70 13.68 1.07 14.71 13.95 1.05 14.24 14.28 1.00 13.53 14.33 0.94 12.95 14.12 0.92 12.32 14.01 0.88
Advanced Math 0.49 0.26 1.88 0.82 0.64 1.28 1.13 1.11 1.02 1.37 1.52 0.90 1.31 1.52 0.86 1.36 1.62 0.84
Regular Math 9.71 10.62 0.91 9.86 10.82 0.91 9.81 11.11 0.88 9.47 11.13 0.85 9.07 10.90 0.83 9.03 10.87 0.83
Remedial Math 4.50 2.80 1.61 4.02 2.49 1.61 3.30 2.07 1.59 2.69 1.68 1.60 2.58 1.70 1.52 1.93 1.52 1.27

Science Total 11.46 11.24 1.02 12.05 11.81 1.02 12.14 12.04 1.01 12.49 12.56 0.99 11.91 12.32 0.97 12.07 12.51 0.96
Adv. Science 0.11 0.07 1.57 0.18 0.08 2.25 0.50 0.33 1.52 1.00 0.82 1.22 1.17 1.03 1.14 1.66 1.54 1.08
Regular Science 11.24 11.12 1.01 11.73 11.69 1.00 11.50 11.65 0.99 1135 11.70 0.97 10.59 11.23 0.94 10.28 10.90 0.94
Remedial Science 0.11 0.04 2.75 0.15 0.04 3.75 0.14 0.05 2.80 0.14 0.05 2.80 0.14 0.06 2.33 0.14 0.07 2.00

Social Studies Total 11.80 15.06 0.78 12.23 14.75 0.83 12.42 14.72 0.84 12.32 15.14 0.81 11.90 14.80 0.80 11.73 14.98 0.78
Adv. Soc. Studies 0.11 0.08 1.38 0.21 0.19 1.11 0.48 0.50 0.96 0.78 0.89 0.88 1.01 1.25 0.81 1.57 2.00 0.79
Reg. Soc. Studies 11.32 14.85 0.76 11.72 14.43 0.81 11.63 14.10 0.82 11.25 14.09 0.80 10.65 13.37 0.80 9.94 12.74 0.78
Reined. Soc. Stud. 0.37 0.14 2.64 0.30 0.12 2.50 0.32 0.12 2.67 0.29 0.16 1.81 0.24 0.17 1.41 0.22 0.24 0.92

Foreign Lang. Total 6.55 6.89 0.95 6.77 7.22 0.94 7.10 7.59 0.94 7.52 8.39 0.90 7.39 8.53 0.87 6.50 7.74 0.84
Adv. For. Lang. 0.07 0.03 2.33 0.11 0.05 2.20 0.19 0.12 1.58 0.41 0.37 1.11 0.42 0.41 1.02 0.47 0.55 0.85
Reg. For. Lang. 6.48 6.86 0.90 6.66 7.17 0.93 6.90 7.46 0.92 7.11 8.02 0.89 6.96 8.12 0.86 6.03 7.19 0.84
Rem. For. Lang. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Advanced 0.97 0.53 1.83 1.73 1.32 1.31 2.95 2.66 1.11 4.54 4.73 0.96 5.00 5.50 0.91 6.42 7.47 0.86
Total Regular 51.44 58.64 0.88 52.77 58.65 0.90 52.88 58.44 0.91 51.68 58.96 0.88 49.38 57.09 0.87 47.20 55.00 0.86
Total Remedial 7.62 4.32 1.76 7.30 4.27 1.71 6.17 3.63 1.70 5.62 3.46 1.62 5.51 3.67 1.50 4.13 3.29 1.26

Total Core 60.02 63.49 0.95 61.80 64.25 0.96 62.00 64.82 0.96 61.84 67.15 0.92 59.89 66.26 0.90 57.74 65.76 0.88

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment

TT - Percent Teacher Time PT - Percent Pupil Time
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Table 2D
Percent Teacher Time and Percent Pupil Time
By Secondary School Instructional Area (7-12)

By District Property Wealth

Q2 03 Q4 Qs

Subject Category TT

n=194

PT TT/PT Tr

n=130

PT TT/PT TT

n=103

PT TT/PT TT

n=91

PT TT1PT TT

n=127

PT TTIPT

English Total 16.26 16.75 0.97 16.12 16.67 0.97 15.77 16.44 0.96 15.78 16.74 0.94 15.43 16.25 0.95

Advanced English 0.53 0.55 0.96 0.70 0.73 0.96 1.00 1.18 0.85 1.26 1.50 0.84 1.23 144 0.85

Regular English 12.98 14.68 0.88 12.66 14.16 0.89 12.45 13.66 0.91 12.03 13.51 0.89 12.12 13.48 0.90

Remedial English 2.76 1.52 1.82 2.76 1.78 1.55 2.32 1.60 1.45 2.49 1.72 1.45 2.07 1.34 1.54

Math Total 14.42 14.35 1.00 13.49 14.12 0.96 13.56 14.31 0.95 13.15 14.31 0.92 12.71 14.00 0.91

Advanced Math 0.91 0.86 1.16 0.98 1.03 0.95 1.22 1.37 0.89 1.58 1.84 0.86 1.73 2.00 0.87

Regular Math 9. 67 11.12 0.87 9.34 11.04 0.85 9.42 11.02 0.85 9.28 11.04 0.84 9. 29 10.92 0.85

Remedial Math 3.83 2.36 1.62 3.17 2.04 1.55 2.92 1.93 1.51 2.29 1.43 1.60 1.69 1.09 1.55

Science Total 12.22 12.33 0.99 11.87 12.29 0.97 11.99 12.24 0.98 12.49 12.72 0.98 12.64 12.29 1.03

Advanced Science 0.36 0.24 1.50 0.63 0.52 1.21 0.87 0.74 1.18 1.39 1.22 1.14 1.60 1.33 1.20

Regular Science 11.70 12.05 0.97 11.10 11.71 0.95 11.00 11.45 0.96 10.96 11.45 0.96 10.89 10.90 1.00

Remedial Science 0.16 0.04 4.00 0.14 0.05 2.80 0.12 0.05 2.40 0.14 0.06 2.33 0.15 0.06 2.50

Social Studies Total 12.57 15.34 0.82 12.34 15.12 0.82 12.00 14.79 0.81 12.17 15.08 0.81 11.81 14.51 0.81

Advanced Social Studies 0.30 0.31 0.97 0.45 0.53 0.85 0.80 0.95 0.84 1.23 1.49 0.83 1.27 1.49 0.85

Regular Social Studies 11.91 14.87 0.80 11.55 14.40 0.80 10.99 13.70 0.80 10.73 13.47 0.80 10.25 12.83 0.80

Remedial Social Studies 0.35 0.16 2.19 0.34 0.20 1.70 0.21 0.14 1.50 0.21 0.12 1.75 0.30 0.19 1.58

Foreign Lang. Total 6.76 7.50 0.90 6.80 7.84 0.87 7.07 7.99 0.88 7.69 8.59 0.90 8.42 9.24 0.91

Advanced Foreign Lang. 0.12 0.09 1.33 0.23 0.22 1.05 0.33 0.33 1.00 0.56 0.49 1.14 0.62 0.57 1.09

Regular Foreign Lang. 6.64 7.41 0.90 6.57 7.62 0.86 6.74 7.68 0.88 7.13 8.09 0.88 7. 80 8.68 0.90

Remedial Foreign Lang. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Advanced 2.22 2.05 1.08 3.00 3.03 0.99 4.23 4.57 0.93 6.03 6.54 0.92 6.45 6.82 0.95

Total Regular 52.90 60.13 0.88 51.21 58.93 0.87 50.60 57.51 0.88 50.13 57.57 0.87 50.35 56.81 0.89

Total Remedial 7.11 4.09 1.74 6.41 4.07 1.57 5.57 3.71 1.50 5.14 3.32 1.55 4.21 2.66 1.58

Total Core 62.23 66.27 0.94 60.62 66.04 0.92 60.40 65.79 0.92 61.29 67.43 0.91 61.02 66.29 0 92

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment

'IT -Percent Teacher Time PT Percent Pupil Time
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Table 2E
Percent Teacher Time and Percent Pupil Time
By Secondary School Instructional Area (7-12)

By District Income Wealth

02 Q3 Q4 Qs

Subject Category rr
n=238

PT 771PT 17

n=132

PT 77/PT TT

n=99

PT TT/PT TT

n=78

PT 77/PT 77"

n=98

PT 771PT

English Total 16.35 16.78 0.9'7 15.97 16.63 0.96 15.91 16.72 0.95 15.93 16.56 0.96 15.16 16.14 0.94

Advanced English 0.46 0.45 1.02 0.72 0.81 0.88 0.99 1.14 0.87 1.23 1.43 0.86 1.33 1.57 0.85

Regular English 13.00 14.66 0.87 12.48 14.10 0.89 12.55 13.91 0.90 12.37 13.61 0.91 11.80 13.17 0.90

Remedial English 2.88 1.66 1.73 2.77 1.71 1.62 2.37 1.68 1.41 2.33 1.51 1.54 2.03 1.40 1.45

Math Total 14.53 14.27 1.02 13.67 14.31 0.96 13.22 14.15 0.93 13.18 14.35 0.92 12.76 14.01 0.91

Advanced Math 0.89 0.82 1.09 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.25 1.39 0.90 1.49 1.74 0.86 1.88 2.16 0.87

Regular Math 9.69 10.98 0.88 9.21 10.98 0.84 9.50 11.17 0.85 9.40 11.17 0.84 9.20 10.81 0.85

Remedial Math 3.96 2.47 1.60 3.51 2.33 1.51 2.47 1.58 1.56 2.29 1.44 1.59 1.69 1.03 1.64

Science Total 12.16 12.11 1.00 11.83 12.28 0.96 12.24 12.60 0.97 12.38 12.47 0.99 12.61 12.39 1.02

Advanced Science 0.33 0.21 1.57 0.63 0.53 1.19 0.89 0.76 1.17 1.35 1.15 1.17 1.65 1.41 1.17

Regular Science 11.65 11.85 0.93 11.06 11.70 0.95 11.23 11.81 0.95 10.89 11.27 0.97 10.83 10.93 0.99

Remedial Science 0.18 0.06 3.00 0.14 0.06 2.33 0.12 0.04 3.00 0.14 0.05 2.80 0.13 0.06 2.17

Social Studies Total 12.64 15.45 0.82 12.14 15.04 0.81 12.22 14.96 0.82 12.21 14.96 0.82 11.65 14.41 0.81

Advanced Soc. Studies 0.26 0.25 1.04 0.54 0.65 0.83 0.80 0.93 0.86 1.14 1.36 0.84 1.32 1.58 0.84

Regular Soc. Studies 12.00 15.04 0.80 11.29 14.18 0.80 11.15 13.87 0.80 10.87 13.49 0.81 10.08 12.67 0.80

Remedial Soc. Studies 0.38 0.16 2.38 0.31 0.20 0.16 0.27 0.16 1.69 0.20 0.11 1.82 0.26 0.17 1.53

Foreign Language 6.69 7.41 0.90 6.76 7.65 0.88 7.27 8.10 0.90 7.54 8.56 0.88 8.51 9.46 0.90

Advanced For. Lang. 0.12 0.08 1.50 0.26 0.26 1.00 0.32 0.28 1.14 0.48 0.45 1.07 0.70 0.64 1.09

Regular For. Lang. 6.57 7.34 0.89 6.50 7.39 0.88 6.95 7.83 0.89 7.06 8.12 0.87 7.82 8.82 0.89

Remedial For. Lang. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Advanced 2.05 1.81 1.13 3.10 3.26 0.95 4.25 4.49 0.95 5.70 6.13 0.93 6.87 7.36 0.93

Total Regular 52.92 59.88 0.88 50.54 58.35 0.87 51.37 58.59 0.88 50.59 57.66 0.88 49.73 56.39 0.88

Total Remedial 7.40 4.35 1.70 6.73 4.30 1.57 5.23 3.46 1.51 4.96 3.11 1.59 4.11 2.65 1.55

Total Core 62.37 66.04 0.94 60.37 65.91 0.92 60.86 66.54 0.91 61.25 66.90 0.92 60.70 66.41 0.91

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment

1-1" -Percent Teacher Time PT Percent Pupil Time
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0-10%

Table 2F
Percent Teacher Time and Percent Pupil Time

By Secondary School Subject Area (7-12)
By Percent of District Pupils in Poverty

11-25% 26-50% 51-75% over 75%

Subject Catqory TT

n=138

PT TT/PT TT

n=157

PT ITIPT TT

n=294

PT TT1PT TT

n=52

PT TT1PT 77

n=4

FT 71/PT

English Total 15.65 16.42 0.96 15.86 16.64 0.96 16.11 16.70 6.97 15.98 16.56 0.97 13.46 14.64 0.92
Advanced English 1.31 1.52 0.86 1.04 1.19 0.87 0.65 0.72 0.90 0.70 0.81 0.86 0.78 0.98 0.80
Regular English 12.37 13.65 0.91 12.50 13.86 0.90 12.61 14.25 0.88 12.19 13.70 0.89 9.43 10.73 0.88
Remedial English 1.96 1.25 1.57 2.33 1.59 1.47 2.85 1.72 1.66 3.09 2.05 1.51 3.26 2.93 1.11

Math Total 12.95 14.18 0.91 13.36 14.28 0.94 13.88 14.18 0.98 13.87 14.32 0.97 13.08 14.38 0.91

Advanced Math 1.81 2.12 0.85 1.26 1.38 0.91 1.01 1.04 0.97 0.87 0.92 0.95 0.56 0.62 0.90
Regular Math 9.44 11.08 0. 85 9.62 11.32 0.85 9.38 10.91 0.86 8.76 10.49 0. 84 8.28 10.39 0.80
Remedial Math 1.71 0.99 1.73 2.48 1.58 1.57 3.50 2.24 1.56 4.24 2.91 1.46 4.23 3.37 1.26

Science Total 12.85 12.73 1.01 12.33 12.45 0.99 12.03 12.24 0.98 11.03 11.65 0.95 9.97 11.14 0.89
Advanced Science 1.59 1.37 1.16 0.95 0.78 1.22 0.59 0.46 1.28 0.58 0.55 1.05 0.38 0.29 1.31

Regular Science 11.17 11.32 0.99 11.25 11.62 0.97 11.26 11.73 0.96 10.26 11.01 0.93 9.29 10.68 0.87
Remedial Science 0.09 0.03 3.00 0.13 0.04 3.25 0.18 0.06 3.00 0.19 0.09 2.11 0.30 0.16 1.88

Social Studies Total 12.06 14.82 0.81 12.30 15.00 0.82 12.42 15.25 0.81 11.37 14.40 0.79 9.94 13.00 0.76
Advanced Soc. Studies 1.26 1.49 0.85 0.89 1.04 0.86 0.46 0.54 0.85 0.60 0.74 0.81 0.15 0.17 0.88
Regular Soc. Studies 10.60 13.21 0.80 11.15 13.80 0.81 11.64 14.56 0.80 10.39 13.37 0.78 9.44 12.48 0.76
Remedial Soc. Studies 0.20 0.11 1.82 0.26 0.16 1.63 0.33 0.16 2.06 0.38 0.28 1.36 0.35 0.35 1.00

Foreign Language 8.36 9.29 0.90 7.27 8.16 0.89 6.83 7.66 0.89 6.35 7.24 0.88 6.90 8.25 0.84
Advanced For. Lang. 0.64 0.60 1.07 0.34 0.30 1.13 0.21 0.17 1.24 0.29 0.33 0.88 0.08 0.06 1.33

Regular Foreign Lang. 7.71 8.69 0.89 6.93 7.86 0.88 6.62 7.49 0.88 6.06 6.98 0.87 6.82 8.19 0.83
Remedial For. Lang. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Advanced 6.61 7.10 0.93 4.48 4.69 0.96 2.93 2.92 1.00 3.04 3.36 0.90 1.95 2.13 0.92
Total Regular 51.30 57.95 0.89 51.45 58.46 0.88 51.49 58.93 0.87 47.66 55.56 0.86 43.26 52.47 0.82
Total Remedial 3.96 2.38 1.66 5.20 3.37 1.54 6.85 4.18 1.64 7.91 5.33 1.48 8.15 6.81 1.20

Total Core 61.87 67.44 0. 92 61.13 66.53 0.92 61.27 66.04 0.93 58.61 64.24 0. 91 53.35 61.41 0.87

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment

TT -Percent Teacher Time 71' Percent Pupil Time
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Table 3A
Overall Pupil Load by Secondary Instructional Area (7-12)

Big 4 City Districts, New York City and State Totals

Big 4 City Districts
n=4

New York City
n=1

State Totals
n=645

Staffing Category
English Total 93.26 111.71 92.88

Advanced English 95.53 131.06 99.80

Regular English 99.23 115.02 99.39

Remedial English 71.17 94.10 56.01

Math Total 96.34 117.78 94.36

Advanced Math 87.78 118.04 96.51

Regular Math 110.69 127.67 104.19

Remedial Math 67.17 98.09 59.70

Science Total 99.56 130.87 89.99

Advanced Science 88.68 119.57 71.57

Regular Science 100.48 132.36 92.02

Remedial Science 72.84 96.33 35.61

Social Studies Total 109.04 133.19 109.13

Advanced Sociai Studies 97.55 128.60 102.28

Regular Social Studies 110.80 134.30 110.97

Remedial Social Studies 90.07 103.12 59.07

Foreign Language 96.75 139.40 99.90

Advanced Foreign Lang. 100.35 136.60 75.74

Regular Foreign Lang. 96.43 139.60 100.84

Remedial Foreign L.ang. 0 0 0

Average Advanced Load 93.98 126.77 88.09

Average Regular Load 103.52 129.79 101.48

Average Remedial Loacl 75.05 97.91 54.96

Average Core Load 92.30 119.60 85.47

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment.
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Table 3B
Overall Pupil Load by Secondary Instructional Area (7-12)

By District Spending Level

Qi Q2 03 Qa Q5 Total

Staffing Category
n=87 n=147 n=167 n=117 n=127 n=645

English Total 93.10 92.42 91.58 96.51 90.58 92.88

Advanced English 86.48 95.04 97.27 107.15 104.03 99.80

Regular English 101.34 99.44 99.30 102.12 95.40 99.39

Remedial English 51.90 52.67 54.33 60.44 58.19 56.01

Math Total 93.58 93.95 91.65 96.58 95.57 94.36

Advanced Math 89.33 96.71 93.72 100.50 98.23 96.51

Regular Math 104.83 104.40 103.52 106.37 101.95 104.19

Remedial Math 62.35 58.62 57.51 62.66 58.38 59.70

Science Total 92.62 91.05 91.98 91.38 83.96 89.99

Advanced Science 67.08 70.23 69.96 74.07 72.89 71.57

Regular Science 94.66 92.80 93.83 93.60 86.21 92.02

Remedial Science 22.03 28.49 42.21 37.06 38.37 35.61

Social Studies Total 107.33 109.64 110.29 111.19 106.01 109.13

Advanced Social Studies 98.43 101.43 100.54 104.22 103.41 102.28

Regular Social Studies 109.38 111.37 112.64 112.61 107.78 110.97

Remedial Social Studies 53.52 57.26 49.12 74.26 57.02 59.07

Foreign Language 100.89 99.92 101.87 101.07 95.99 99.90

Advanced Foreign Lang. 73.11 69.21 69.25 90.70 68.53 75.74

Regular Foreign Lang. 101.39 100.84 102.65 101.82 97.56 100.84

Remedial Foreign Lang. 0 0

Average Advanced Load 81.18 85.98 85.59 93.71 89.85 88.09

Average Regular Load 102.32 101.77 102.38 103.30 97.78 101.48

Average Remedial Load 53.44 53.35 51.42 60.43 55.03 54.96

Average Core Load 83.23 84.51 84.16 89.40 84.55 85.47

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment.
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Table 3C
Overall Pupil Load by Secondary Instructional Area (7-12)

By District Size

0-500
501-
1000

1001-
1500

1501 -
5000

5001 -
10,000 10,000 + Total

n=65 n=102 n=144 n=270 n=58 n=6 n=645
Staffing Category
English Total 77.69 83.59 86.28 93.62 95.39 101.81 92.88

Advanced English 42.70 64.90 79.18 100.00 105.89 117.88 99.80
Regular English 86.56 92.38 93.53 100.41 101.29 103.81 99.39
Remedial English 40.47 46.84 48.26 55.53 59.42 72.13 56.01

Math Total 69.48 76.91 85.93 94.92 99.62 105.61 94.36
Advanced Math 36.18 63.01 77.10 98.78 103.06 109.18 96.51
Regular Math 81.86 89.15 96.87 104.79 109.00 111.59 104.19
Remedial Math 46.65 53.05 54.86 58.63 63.19 73.51 59.70

Science Total 72.64 79.83 84.81 89.92 94.07 96.54 89.99
Advanced Science 50.21 41.35 54.15 69.30 77.96 84.91 71.57
Regular Science 73.29 81.09 86.62 91.98 96.30 98.76 92.02
Remedial Science 24.36 25.11 31.08 32.41 39.07 46.33 35.61

Social Studies Total 94.09 97.98 101.24 109.57 112.93 118.92 109.13
Advanced Social Studies 52.37 71.84 86.01 98.29 111.32 115.66 102.28
Regular Social Studies 96.79 100.09 103.57 111.74 114.07 119.57 110.97
Remedial Social Studies 22.74 33.82 34.27 52.28 69.76 102.10 59.07

Foreign Language 79.85 87.89 91.69 99.91 104.95 110.03 99.90
Advanced Foreign Lang. 25.97 38.88 50.74 72.89 78.97 100.03 75.74
Regular Foreign Lang. 80.32 88.44 92.56 101.02 105.90 109.94 100.84
Remedial Foreign Lang. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Average Advanced Load 36.27 59.88 71.28 88.94 95.91 105.53 88.09
Average Regular Load 83.84 90.23 94.63 101.99 105.31 108.71 101.48
Average Remedial Load 42.45 47.24 48.35 53.44 58.81 76.96 54.96

Average Core Load 67.91 73.64 76.96 85.35 90.18 98.86 85.47

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment.
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Table 3D
Overall Pupil Load by Secondary Instructional Area (7-12)

By District Property Wealth

Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total

Staffing Category
n=194 n=130 n=103 n=91 n=127 n=645

English Total 90.91 92.53 95.63 95.25 89.62 92.88
Advanced English 89.62 93.83 108.24 105.20 98.44 99.80

Regular English 99.99 99.87 101.04 100.96 94.62 99.39
Remedial English 49.26 57.14 59.16 59.69 54.24 56.01

Math Total 88.60 93.97 97.07 97.97 93.83 94.36
Advanced Math 83.39 93.95 102.51 103.76 97.11 96.51

Regular Math 101.61 105.34 106.94 106.71 99.81 104.19

Remedial Math 58.03 61.97 61.19 60.70 56.03 59.70
Science Total 89.09 92.54 93.83 91.34 82.40 89.99

Advanced Science 63.28 72.80 73.74 76.94 67.82 71.57
Regular Science 90.87 94.36 95.74 93.59 84.77 92.02
Remedial Science 26.79 34.40 43.84 34.98 34.90 35.61

Social Studies Total 107.56 109.55 112.86 110.94 104.13 109.13
Advanced Social Studies 88.47 107.43 103.63 108.12 98.34 102.28
Regular Social Studies 110.06 111.46 114.17 112A4 106.17 110.97
Remedial Social Studies 49.99 65.21 64.65 59.91 54.43 59.07

Foreign Language 98.37 103.29 103.54 100.32 93.33 99.90
Advanced Foreign Lang. 56.08 79.91 87.74 73.22 72.26 75.74
Regular Foreign Lang. 98.85 103.96 104.23 101.96 94.55 100.84
Remedial Foreign Lang. 0

Average Advanced Load 76.70 87.55 94.90 93.50 86.27 88.09
Average Regular Load 100.28 103.00 104.42 103.13 95.98 101.48
Average Remedial Load 50.94 58.02 56.94 55.94 52.66 54.96

Average Core Load 80.77 86.50 89.52 87.63 82.37 85.47

Note: Figures are weighted

r 6

by district enrollment.



Table 3E
Overall Pupil Load by Secondary Instructional Area (7-12)

By District Income Wealth

Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total

Staffing Category
n=238 n=132 n=99 n=78 n=98 n.645

English Total 90.40 92.53 94.85 94.64 91.58 92.88

Advanced English 84.51 100.07 103.40 103.93 100.69 99.80

Regular English 99.38 100.15 100.39 100.39 96.16 99.39

Remedial English 51.67 54.70 59.59 57.10 56.69 56.01

Math Total 86.95 93.37 96.85 99.41 94.46 94.36

Advanced Math 82.48 93.45 100.75 103.77 99.19 96.51

Regular Math 99.79 105.50 105.85 107.97 100.89 104.19

Remedial Math 58.84 61.85 61.77 60.37 54.75 59.70

Science Total 87.54 92.00 93.05 91.92 84.45 89.99

Advanced Science 6294 71.01 71.71 75.21 71.99 71.57

Regular Science 89.29 93.86 95.05 94.31 86.53 92.02

Remedial Science 29.52 41.76 30.08 36.63 38.27 35.61

Social Studies Total 107.42 109.69 110.42 111.20 106.33 109.13

Advanced Social Studies 83.99 104.57 103.13 107.08 101.81 102.28

Regular Social Studies 110.16 111.35 112.18 112.60 108.05 110.97

Remedial Social Studies 42.05 70.74 64.52 56.02 56.87 59.07

Foreign Language 98.07 100.69 100.71 103.29 95.89 99.90

Advanced Foreign Lang. 61.60 80.73 74.24 78.15 74.91 75.74
Regular Foreign Lang. 98.78 101.05 101.69 104.54 97.32 100.84

Remedial Foreign Lang. 0 0 0 0 0 0

Average Advanced Load 74.27 88.85 91.19 93.78 89.89 88.09

Average Regular Load 99.47 102.38 103.03 103.96 97.79 101.48

Average Remedial Load 51.09 58.79 57.29 53.60 53.67 54.96

Average Core Load 80.14 86.69 87.54 87.77 84. 58 85.57

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment.
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Table 3F
Overall Pupil Load by Secondary Instructional Area (7-12)

By Percent of District Pupils in Poverty (FRPL count)

0-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-75% 75% + Total

n=138 n=157 n=294 n=52 n=4 n=645

Staffing Category
English Total 93.62 94.93 91.83 87.33 98.67 92.88

Advanced English 102.51 101.41 96.04 96.29 114.67 99.80

Regular English 98.64 100.59 100.01 94.67 102.78 99.39

Remedial English 54.13 60.20 53.64 55.06 83.11 56.01

Math Total 97.91 96.95 90.93 87.82 100.04 94.36

Advanced Math 104.31 98.20 90.36 90.60 84.52 96.51

Regular Math 104.51 106.24 102.74 101.45 112.36 104.19

Remedial Math 56.17 60.99 60.77 60.01 76.13 59.70

Science Total 88.37 91.32 89.99 89.60 101.15 89.99

Advanced Science 74.72 72.12 66.41 77.71 61.90 71.57

Regular Science 90.24 93.47 92.13 91.12 103.85 92.02

Remedial Science 30.89 35.32 34.74 48.43 37.78 35.61

Social Studies Total 109.38 110.07 108.26 107.70 119.12 109.13

Advanced Social Studies 104.26 101.25 101.78 100.72 89.68 102.28

Regular Social Studies 110.98 111.87 110.31 109.72 120.14 110.97

Remedial Social Studies 53.71 58.48 59.11 73.13 87.03 59.07

Foreign Language 99.35 101.52 99.25 97.91 109.50 99.90

Advanced Foreign Lang. 77.40 74.68 69.30 91.67 62.84 75.74

Regular Foreign Lang. 100.55 102.59 100.07 98.06 109.96 100.84

Remedial Foreign Lang.

Average Advanced Load 93.12 89.37 82.60 89.48 89.72 88.09

Average Regular Load 100.99 102.95 101.05 99.00 109.82 101.48

Average Remedial Load 52.61 55.68 54.90 59.23 67.51 54.96

Average Core Load 86.89 86.41 83.47 85.33 92.45 85.47

Note: Figures are weighted by district enrollment.

60
6i


